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PER CURI AM

Paul Martin, a Virginia inmte, appeals fromthe nmagistrate
judge's order dismssing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1988) claimin which
he al | eged that, during his el even-nonth stay at the Anmherst County
Jail, he was exposed on nunerous occasions to a particular female
guar dCDeputy Alicia Call Cwho fail ed to announce her presence onthe
cel Il block while Martin and other nmale inmates were undressed.” In
his prior appeal, this court affirmed the award of summary j udgnent

to the naned defendants under Mbnell v. Departnment of Social

Servs., 436 U. S. 658 (1978), because Martin had naned only Call's
superiors in their supervisory capacities. The case was renmanded,
however, to allowMartin to anmend his conplaint and add Call as t he

proper defendant. Martin v. Cox, No. 94-6354 (4th GCr. Sept. 21,

1994) (unpubli shed).

Upon remand, the magistrate judge heard the testinony of
Martin and two wi t nesses on his behalf, as well as the testi nony of
Deputy Call and two defense wi tnesses. At the conclusion of the
hearing, the magi strate judge determ ned that Martin had failed to
establish a clai munder 8 1983 and di sm ssed his conplaint. Martin
appeal s.

Qur reviewof the record and t he proceedi ngs before t he nagi s-
trate judge disclose no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm

the di sm ssal of Martin's conplaint. We di spense with oral argunent

" The parties consented to the jurisdiction of a magistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8§ 636(c)(2) (1988).



because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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